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The U.S. Department of Agriculture (USDA) prohibits discrimination in all its programs and activities on the
basis of race, color, national origin, age, disability, and where applicable, sex, marital status, familial status,
parental status, religion, sexual orientation, genetic information, political beliefs, reprisal, or because all or
part of an individual's income is derived from any public assistance program. (Not all prohibited bases apply
to all programs.) Persons with disabilities who require alternative means for communication of program
information (Braille, large print, audiotape, etc.) should contact USDA's TARGET Center at (202) 720-2600
(voice and TDD). To file a complaint of discrimination, write to USDA, Director, Office of Civil Rights, 1400
Independence Avenue, S.W., Washington, D.C. 20250-9410, or call (800) 795-3272 (voice) or (202) 720-
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Invasive Plant Treatment Project
Draft Environmental Impact Statement

Asotin, Columbia, Garfield, and Walla Walla Counties in Washington; Grant, Morrow,
Umatilla, Union, Wallowa, and Wheeler Counties in Oregon

Lead Agency: USDA Forest Service

Responsible Official: Kevin D. Martin, Umatilla National Forest
Supervisor

Information Contact: Glen Westlund, Walla Walla Ranger District
Planner

Address Comments To: INVASIVE PLANTS

Umatilla National Forest
2517 SW Hailey Avenue
Pendleton, OR 97801

Electronic Comments Accepted: comments-pacificnorthwest-umatilla@fs.fed.us
Website http://www.fs.fed.us/r6/uma/projects

This DEIS is made available for a 45-day Comment Period, under the provisions of the National
Environmental Policy Act (40 CFR 1500-1508), and Notice, Comment, and Appeal Procedures for
National Forest System Projects and Activities, (36 CFR 215). The Forest Service will accept
comments as provided in §215.6(a)(4), beginning on the day following the date of publication of the
Notice of Availability (NOA) in the Federal Register. This day is scheduled to be June 22, 2007. In
order to be considered in the Final Environmental Impact Statement, substantive comments must be
received within the formal comment period. The official comment period timelines will be posted in
the Federal Register, and on the Umatilla National Forest’s Web site
(http://www.fs.fed.us/r6/uma/projects/).

Comments received in response to this solicitation, including names and addresses of those who
comment, will be considered part of the public record on this Proposed Action and will be available
for public inspection. Comments submitted anonymously will be accepted and considered; however,
those who only comment anonymously will not have standing to appeal the subsequent decision
under 36 CFR Part 215. Reviewers must provide the Forest Service with their comments during the
review period of this Draft Environmental Impact Statement. This will enable the Forest Service to
analyze and respond to the comments at one time and to use information acquired in the preparation
of the final environmental impact statement, thus avoiding undue delay in the decision-making
process. Reviewers have an obligation to structure their participation in the National Environmental
Policy Act process so that it is meaningful and alerts the agency to the reviewer’s position and
contentions. Vermont Yankee Nuclear Power Corp. v. NRDC, 435 U.S. 519, 553 (1978).
Environmental objections that could have been raised at the draft stage may be waived if not raised
until after completion of the final environmental impact statement. City of Angoon, v. Hodel (9th
Circuit, 1986) and Wisconsin Heritages, Inc. v. Harris, 490 F. Supp. 1334, 1338 (E.D. Wis. 1980).
Comments on the draft environmental impact statement should be specific and should address the
adequacy of the statement and the merits of the alternatives discussed (40 CFR 1503.3).
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Abstract

This Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) discloses the effects of treating invasive plants
on the Umatilla National Forest. Invasive plant species were identified by the Chief of the Forest
Service as one of the four threats to forest health (for more information see
http://www.fs.fed.us/project/four-threats). Invasive plants are displacing native plants, destabilizing
streams, reducing the quality of fish and wildlife habitat; and degrading natural areas.

Strong public concern has been expressed regarding Forest Service response to invasive plants.
Several organizations and individuals have offered to cooperate with the Forest Service in this
endeavor. The Forest Service is responding to a crucial need for timely containment, control, and/or
eradication of invasive plants, including those that are currently known and those discovered in the
future. The purpose of this project is to treat invasive plants in a cost-effective manner that complies
with environmental standards.

Approximately 24,649 acres are currently estimated to need treatment, including but not limited to
spotted and diffuse knapweed, yellow starthistle, hound’s tongue, dalmation and yellow toadflax,
scotch thistle, and rush skeletonweed. This Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) also
analyzes the effects of treating new infestations and new invasive species presently unknown or non-
existent, but discovered during the life of this project. This DEIS includes detailed consideration of
four alternatives:

e Alternative A, the No Action Alternative, would continue to implement treatments according to
existing plans; no new invasive plant treatments would be approved.

e Alternative B, the Proposed Action Alternative, would apply an initial prescription, along with
re-treatment in subsequent years, until the site was restored with desirable vegetation. Herbicide
treatments would be part of the initial prescription for most sites, but the use of herbicides would
be expected to decline in subsequent entries as populations became small enough to treat
manually or mechanically. Ongoing inventories would confirm the location of specific invasive
plants and effectiveness of past treatments.

Two action alternatives were developed in response to public issues related to herbicide use:

e Alternative C, No Broadcast Spraying in Riparian Areas, would not allow broadcast applications
of herbicides in riparian areas, however; spot spraying or hand applications such as wiping or
wicking of herbicides would be allowed. Except for this limitation imposed on broadcast
spraying, the features of this alternative are the same as Alternative B. This alternative addresses
human health issues associated with contamination of drinking water supplies from herbicide
drift, as well as potential impacts to non-target wildlife, plant species, soils, aquatic biota and
riparian ecosystems. Alternative C would minimize herbicide impacts, but would increase
treatment costs and decrease treatment effectiveness.

e Alternative D, No Aerial Application, would eliminate the option to aerially apply herbicides.
This addresses the issues expressed regarding potential effects of herbicide drift to human health
through drinking water supplies, also to non-target wildlife and plant species, soils, aquatic biota
and riparian ecosystems, both in the area being treated, and areas adjacent to it. Alternative D
would minimize herbicide impacts, but would increase treatment costs and decrease treatment
effectiveness. Treatment of some sites would not occur due to inaccessibility or because access
to the site is determined unsafe. Except for this limitation imposed on aerial spraying, the
features of this alternative are the same as Alternative B.

The Forest Service Preferred Alternative is the Proposed Action (Alternative B).
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Draft Environmental Impact Statement
Umatilla National Forest
Invasive Plants Treatment Project

Summary

Land managers for the Umatilla National Forest propose to treat invasive plants and restore treated
sites (seeding/mulching/planting). Invasive species were identified by the Chief of the Forest
Service as one of the four threats to forest health (for more information see
http://www.fs.fed.us/projects/four-threats). Invasive plants are displacing native plants and
degrading natural areas, potentially destabilizing streams and reducing the quality of fish and
wildlife habitat. Our integrated weed management program includes a) herbicide and non-herbicide
treatment of existing infestations, b) early detection and rapid response to new infestations, c)
restoration of treated sites, d) reducing the rate of spread of invasives through adopting prevention
practices, and e) interagency and public education and coordination.

The focus of this Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) is on the part of our program related
to treatment and restoration of invasive plant sites on the Umatilla National Forest. New invasive
plant management direction has recently been approved by the Pacific Northwest (R6) Regional
Forester, allowing for a wider range of herbicide options and specific treatment and restoration
standards (USDA 2005b, the Pacific Northwest Invasive Plant Program Record of Decision, referred
to herein as the R6 2005 ROD).

With this project, the Forest Service is responding to the need for timely containment, control, and/or
eradication of invasive plants, including those that are currently known and those discovered in the
future. Strong public concern has been expressed regarding Forest Service response to invasive
plants. Several organizations and individuals have offered to cooperate with the Forest Service in
this endeavor.

The purpose of this project is to treat invasive plants in a cost-effective manner that complies with
the new management direction. Proposed treatment methods include a limited amount of aerial
spraying, herbicide broadcast along roadsides, and spot and selective herbicide treatments that target
individual invasive plants in combination with manual, mechanical and cultural (fertilization, soil
amendments, and/or competitive planting) treatments. Biological control is an ongoing process.

Treatments are proposed for existing or unpredictable new infestations including new plant species
that currently are not found on the Forest. Project Design Features (PDFs) would be applied to new
infestations that occur within treatment areas, or in similar sites outside treatment areas, to ensure
that treatments are within the scope of this EIS.

Four alternatives are considered: The No Action (also referred to as Alternative A), the Proposed
Action (also referred to as Alternative B), and two additional action alternatives, Alternative C,
which restricts broadcast spraying of herbicides in riparian areas, and Alternative D, which does not
allow aerial spraying anywhere.

In the No Action Alternative (Alternative A), no new treatments beyond those previously approved in
the 1995Umatilla National Forest Environmental Assessment for the Management of Noxious Weeds
would be implemented. Under the 1995 EA, invasive plant treatments would be limited to
approximately 2,771 acres.
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The “95 EA” approved use of herbicides on 587 sites (1391 acres) on the Umatilla National Forest
(USDA 1995). Amendments to this decision added an additional 59 sites (383 acres) approved for
chemical treatments (USDA 1998). The total area identified for treatment using all methods was
3154 acres. The total number of sites approved for chemical treatments represents 36 percent of the
total number of sites presently mapped. New infestations have been and would continue to be
treated with manual and mechanical methods. The 1995 EA (as amended) allowed for biological
treatments on 1,339 acres, manual treatments on approximately 41 acres, and a combination of
manual, chemical, and cultural methods on an estimated 1,744 acres. Herbicide applications would
utilize spot or ground based broadcast methods utilizing Glyphosate, Dicamba, or Picloram.
However, the 2005 Regional Invasive Plant FEIS ROD does not allow the use of Dicamba, so
herbicide use is limited to the other two chemicals listed. Aerial application of herbicides is not
allowed under the current program.

Current inventory indicates there are approximately 25,000 acres of invasive plant infestations on the
Forest in 2,069 invasive plant sites. The Proposed Action (Alternative B) is the Forest Service
Preferred Alternative, and would approve an effective range of treatment methods according to
Project Design Features that minimize the risk of adverse effects from herbicide and other types and
methods of treatment (Tables 6, 7, 8 and 9 in Chapter 2).

Proposed treatments include chemical, physical and biological methods. Potential treatments based
on existing mapped sites (See Figures 3-6 in Chapter 2) include:

e Approximately 3,915 acres treated with biological or physical methods

e Approximately 17,301 acres of uplands would utilize chemical, physical, or biological
methods

e Approximately 3,392 acres of riparian areas would be treated with chemical, physical, or
biological methods

e Physical methods only would treat 41 acres

Of these acres, 675 acres are proposed for aerial chemical application (See Figure 7 in Chapter 2 for
treatment sites proposed for aerial application).

There is concern that detrimental effects could occur from broadcast spraying herbicide chemical in
riparian areas. Alternative C (See Chapter 2 for a full description) would not allow broadcast
applications of herbicides in riparian areas. However, spot spraying, or hand applications like
wiping or wicking of herbicides would be allowed.

There is concern that aerial application of herbicides could cause detrimental effects to areas
targeted, and to adjacent areas where chemical drift could impact non-target environments.
Alternative D (See Chapter 2 for a full description) would eliminate this concern by eliminating the
option to aerially apply herbicides.

The analysis in the DEIS considers a range of treatments applied to a range of conditions throughout
the road systems and other areas that are vectors of invasive plant spread. Project Design Features
(Table 6 in Chapter 2) have been developed to limit the potential for adverse effects associated with
treatments. Buffers (Tables 7, 8, and 9 in Chapter 2) would limit herbicide selection and method
application to ensure exposures are below thresholds of concern for people and the environment.

This DEIS focuses on treatment of invasive plants and restoration of treated sites. It is tiered to the
broader scale Pacific Northwest Region Invasive Plant Program Preventing and Managing Invasive
Plants FEIS (Regional Invasive Plant Program EIS), April 2005 along with its Record of Decision
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(ROD) for Invasive Plant Program Management on October 11, 2005 (Regional Invasive Plant
Program EIS, ROD), which addresses other aspects of the invasive plant management program
including preventing invasive plant spread during land uses and management activities.

This project in no way attempts to diminish or modify other Umatilla National Forest programs.
Each Forest program is responsible to manage activities in ways that will minimize the potential for
invasives plants to become established and spread. With this understanding it is our firm belief that
the result of this project acting in the context of past, present and foreseeable future actions will
reduce the influence of invasive species. This would improve native plant communities, their
ecologic functions and thereby improve overall forest health.
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